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Time: 



Type of Interview: 

M Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: Q Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

Rejection of claims 1, 2, 4, 5 and 11 under 35 USC 112, 1 st paragraph. 

Claims discussed: 
Claims 1-22. 

Prior art documents discussed: 
None. 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 
□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The option 
for rejoinder of non-elected claims, which the outstanding Office Action of 14 February 2006 did not discuss, was 
explained to Dr. Yakovleva. Rejoinder involves withdrawal of a restriction requirement between an allowable elected 
invention and a nonelected invention and examination on the merits of the formerly nonelected invention. To be 
eligible for rejoinder, a claim to a nonelected invention must depend from or otherwise require all the limitations of an 
allowable claim. Where, as in the present application, restriction was required between compounds, pharmaceutical 
formulations comprising the compounds, and methods of using the compounds in the treatment of certain diseases, 
and the compound invention was elected and subsequently found allowable, all claims to the nonelected inventions 
must depend from or otherwise require all the limitations of an allowable claim for the claims directed to the othewise 
noneected invention to be eligible for rejoinder. See MPEP 821 .04(b). 

The rejoined claims must be fully examined for patentability in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .104. The rejoined claims 
must satisfy all criteria for patentability including the requirements of 35 (JSC 101, 102, 103 and 112. In the 
outstanding interview, Dr. Yakovleva was informed that claims 1 1-22 were subject to rejoinder. Claim 1 1 , if rejoined, 
would be allowable. Claims 12-22 would be rejected under 35 USC 1 12, 1 st paragraph, for lack of enablement. 
Claims 3, 6, 7 and 10 remain withdrawn as nonelected compounds and can be examined in a divisonal application. 

Accordingly, Dr. Yakovleva agreed to cancel claims 3, 6, 7, 10 and 12-22. She agreed to amend claim 9 by 
deleting line 1 thereof. Accordingly, this application will be allowed with claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9 (as amended) and 11. 



